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. . This is the case T~V £Z£?' 

I seve-fk^n^r 

to the Judge a petition stating 

may be in violation of the Judge's court order restricting comment in this case Their 
^recommendation based on article appea ring in Wich ita. Kansas, "Beacon" news wane r ' 
/j™? a P°^ e sch0 °l conducted byM| in September, Til™ WM BMP* 
presented expert fingerprint testimony oiffun^V 1968, in London EnguH^u^Bn 

! " eC h i0 !i W extradition of James Earl Ray. His testimon y received widespread 
publicity in news media throughout the world. ^■■j^Bhas emphaticallpdeniecLc 
* dlSCUS f ing his fingerprint testimony with press^JpBSStives at any time orTrfe^*' 

K-tn^ ly n Fing fingerprint test imony of this case before a police school in Wichita 
Kansas. On one occasion representatives of this police school, i n a close d session 
attempted to query him as to details of the fingerprint testimony. rcoozis 

g fy e . no . facts oth er than what had already been quoted by the presSm^King^fe^ 
r . testimony. Administrative action has previously been taken against Bonebrake ■ 
for discussing the case at the closed police school. ^ - . 

I 

.. .. Jy d ee Battle signed petition 10-24-68 which requires that^BIliM aDDear 

hefore the Court on 12-6-68 to show cause why he should not be adj uc^^toSntempt. V 
e Judge noted he was setting the date of 12-6-68 which would be after the trial of 

Shife S it Ear ,! 8U ^ ect of case » since to do otherwise would result in unnecessary 
publicity defeating purpose of his original order. The committee of attorneys in pre-* 

fee P!f tte |iT TA 0 the Judg ® recognized that the Court does not have juruSctioP 
(fnH ?T^f °/ a f t ^5 neys ^ no sound grounds to substantiate their recommendation 
™m!!^ Ub ^ dly ii 00k 0118 aCtl ° n against our em Ployee as a face-saving gesture. The 

■ k 3 ^ Cn Severely criticlzed ^ ^8 Defense Attorney Arthur Hanes, Sr. , 

and a Memphis Commercial Appeal" newsnawr romrior niavia. __i 
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.emorandum to Mr. Trotter 
Re: Murkin 



zzs&Zrxx zr^:z or T s -- n ° — <« * ex . • • 

Memphls - has served “ “ a, torney tor the ‘° SAC> 

lias mailed a copy to the AttoTOy^Jei^'^TlieDe ' °! the P etlti °n but reportedly 
fc aBBi' 18 0ut WbiSSSLSK^SLJS a letter X 

his meeting. The DepVrtmenf inStS' they inte^’ ^ ^ "*at trlnTp^dT" 

J^or^ 

>helby County Memphis Tennesspp 7 advise the State’s Attorney General 

a fully aware of tlus'enUr JsZaHo^dTs'of Se ^ T e ' St ^ AttoSeTcS, eral 
ftect on his handling of the proseciijT ° plm0n this wUl have no adverse 



RECOMMENDATION: 



Tliat the attached letter to the Department be 

S / ,v 
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(^aWlc. ^'tX> U, 



approved. 
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